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Amendment with renewed vigor during what amounts to a recess of the Great | Debate. Due to Lincoln 
Day dinner speeches (which have taken many Senators out of the Capital for a week), the Senate discus- 
sion of the proposal has been put off until next week. This increased activity out im the constituencies 
has been reflected in the large mail on Capitol Hill demanding passage. 


The Bricker cause has also received encouragement from a review of the fight so0 far, as assessed 
by the best observers in the Capital. They believe that the crowd around Ike has clumsily handled its 
resistance to the obviously popular support for the amendment. Clearly, the White House boys have sought 
to stop the progress of Bricker and to defeat his proposal...But.they haye:made a bad job of their pre- 
tense that they were interested in a compromiée. Actually — as anyone can see from their consistent 
rejections of compromise drafts — they desire no compromise, only defeat of the amendment altogether. 
This attitude has proved to be a’ boomerang. 


Moreover, they have alicnated ee neceats Senator George, who sought a compromise, and in effect 
have driven that powerful Southerner and Bricker closer together. Something like “realignment” has 
been peeking over the horizon. 


Nor is that all. Additional legal ammunition has come to the aid of the amendment. The Senators 
have been pondering the lesson of the Pink Case — as telling a legal argument as the famous Missouri vs. 
Holland case. The Pink Case involved a Russian insurance-company under the Czar which had a branch 

establishment in New York in 1907. This firm successfully resisted the expropriation ‘sought by the new 
Bolshevik regime after 1919, ‘until Litvineis 1934, engaged in negotiations with the Roosevelt regime 
for recognition of the Red Government by the US. ‘“-Litvinoff assigned the funds of the insurance,com- 
pany to the U.S., to be used for the settlement of U.S. -Soviet obligations. The New York insurance su- 
perintendent and stockholders of the company, etc., refused to turn over the money and were sued by, the 
U.S. Government. The U.S. Supréme Court decided in favor of the Federal Government — saying that 
the state of New York and the stockholders of the company and the Fifth Amendment of the U.S. Con- 
stitution could not stand in the way of the treaty power of the U. S. 


tine eit don 


Mr. Alfred Schweppe of the University of "Washington ee School remarks: “This ruling that an 
executive agreement made by the President alone, without approval of the Senate is (like a treaty) the 


supreme law of the land and supersedes the Fifth Amendment as well of the law of New York, is highly 
dangerous.” 


So, the fight goes on, but is by no means won. The task of capturing two-thirds of the Senate or 64 
Senators is difficult. George, it is calculated, could bring 15 Southern Democratic Senators to support 
Bricker, if he so chooses. Two Northern Democrats, McCarran and Johnson, are known to be for Bricker’s 
proposal. That leaves to Bricker the job of obtaining the help of 46 GOP Senators, no mean mission to 
accomplish, if he is to rally the full two-thirds. Hence, the outcome depends vitally on the number of 
demands — by mail, etc. — that the amendment shall prevail. 


The Armstrong Story: Experts on Communist tactics are eying suspiciously the death last week of 
the top radio scientist Major Edwin H. Armstrong in New York. Armstrong, creator of frequency modu- 
lation and father of other important electronic developments, plunged from the thirteenth floor of his 
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apartment house. Prior to his death, the scientist had appeared before the McCarthy Committee in con- 
nection with its probe of Red espionage activities at Ft. Monmouth, New Jersey. ' 


Armstrong told {ht=Cgmmittee that at one time he had worked there and “had been mortally afraid” 
that secret radar‘dis Sperise@ him and other scientists “were being fed to the Russians as fast as they 
could be developed” ing to Senator McCarthy, the deceased also gave helpful leads on suspected 
Communists sti th and Soviet espionage agents outside. Was Armstrong a victim of the 
long arm of the’ mas he silenced as a warning to others not to talk, or because he still had 
more to disclose? dence sources take this matter seriously. 


In addition to giving tips to the McCarthy Committee, Major Armstrong disclosed that after World 
War II the Russians had been given a destroyer fully equipped with our latest radar equipment as a 
result of a private agreement at Yalta. This equipment brought the Russians up to date with the U.S. on 
radar. Observers here regarded Armstrong’s disclosure as just another hold-your-nose chapter in the 


now well-documented story of how the present military might of Russia has been largely due to the 
baffling generosity of our own government. 


They point out that our armies could easily have gotten to Berlin first. But our forces were first 
halted at the Elbe —- then withdrawn in a wide circle far enough Westward to make Stalin a present of 
the great Zeiss optical and precision instrument works at Jena, the most important V-1 and V-2 rocket 
laboratory and production plant at Nordhausen and the vital underground jet plant in Kahla. Every- 
where we surrendered to the Russians intact thousands of German planes, including large numbers of 
fighters ready for assembly, as well as research centers, rocket developments, scientific personnel and 


other priceless military treasures. Finally, American troops were withdrawn from that part of East Ger- 
many where uranium mines were known to exist. 


Unemployment: Editorial and headline nervousness over “unemployment” — a lot of it derived from 
Democratic Party forensics on the matter — is increasing. When we look to the cause of this concern 
(apart from the desire of Tammany Hall and, incidentally, the Kremlin, to promote a depression), we 
come to some figures issued by the Census Bureau last Friday. These figures show that last month, 


2,360,000 men and women were off somebody’s payroll, as against 1,850,000 in last December, and as | 


against 1,162,000 in October. These figures were issued on the same day that the President sent his 
first annual Economic Report to Congress, in which he asserted that the government was prepared to use 
an “arsenal of weapons” — meaning interventions in the economy — to combat economic decline. 


The figures would mean something if they were spelled out — and if the method of collecting them 
were put under a microscope. What and why is “unemployment”? Does the designation include the 
wife who took a job while her husband was in the army, and who has gone back to her household duties 
now that her breadwinner is at home? Does it include part-time workers who have gone back to college? 
Does it include baseball players who have been drafted and are therefore now “unemployed”? Does it 


include retired bureaucrats who, having accumulated enough to live on for a while, are now taking it 
easy until something good turns up? 


The impression given by government figures is that lay-offs have increased because business condi- 
tions are bad. As against this inference, we have the figures of the President’s Council of Economic Ad- 
visors showing that in 1953 the expenditures of the people for consumable goods increased by 5.4 per 
cent over 1952, and that in spite of this profligacy, gross private investment increased by 3.9 per cent, 


personal savings by 7.1 per cent; that average weekly earnings in manufacturing went up by 5.3 per cent, 
in construction by 6.8 per cent. 


So, the question arises that if people are being fired right and left, how come they buy more, save 
more, earn more and invest more? Not that it is necessary to reconcile these contradictory figures, or that 
one pays much attention to government figures. But, it is important to see that these figures are not used to 
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set the “arsenal of weapons” in operation; we.must. watch figures that give politicians an excuse for wreck- 
ing the economy. ) 


Politics vs. Truth: While Democratic leaders on Capitol Hill call on Ike to stop Republican charges 
that the Truman Administration was “soft” towards Communism, the House Committee 8n Un-American 
Activities urges complete revision of the Foreign Agents Registration Act. Those,who know just how soft 
Harry’s reign was in combating the Red menace suggest that if the Democratic leaders want go know the 
truth they should find out what happened to this Act — cite it as a perfect example among many of how 
the Truman Administration gave almost unbelievable help to the objectives of the Kremlin. 


The Foreign Agents Act was passed by Congress shortly after the war. It compelled any person 
distributing the propaganda of a foreign government to register with the Department of Justice and to 
clearly label the material as the propaganda of a foreign government. Shortly after passage of the Act 
many Communist propaganda agents suddenly went out of business; they knew that if they could not con- 
ceal the Moscow source of their material its indoctrinative effectiveness would be fatally impaired. But 
the propaganda kept on coming out. It poured out of the Russian and satellite Embassies in Washington 
and their consular offices over the nation. Red diplomats took over the job of putting out the propaganda 


of their governments without labelling it as such. By international law no diplomat can engage in prop- 
aganda work. 


Some eight years ago the Attorney General wrote the Secretary of State pointing out that Red diplo- 
mats were engaging in propaganda work — put it up to him to stop their violation of international law 
which was scuttling the Foreign Agents Act. It would have been simple for the Secretary of State to have 
called the Communist diplomats on the carpet — told them to either cease their propaganda work or leave 
the country. But the Acting Secretary of State at that time was none other than Dean Acheson. He in- 
formed the Attorney General in substance that he was willing to recognize Communist propaganda ac- 
tivity as part of the legitimate functions of Communist diplomats in the United States. 


Acheson’s opinion still stands and Russia for eight years has made a joke of the Foreign Agents Act. 
Last year the Senate passed an amendment to the Act prohibiting diplomats from being propagandists 
— but it died in the House. This year another effort will be made to undo Acheson’s incredible assist to 
the Russian propaganda machine in America. 


Not Merely Gossip: In the corridors of the Pentagon the word is — the biggest Truman-Acheson 
holdover is none other than Gen. George C. Marshall. The former Chief of Staff and Secretary of State 
is, of course, retired. But he is living in Leesburg, Va., twenty miles from Washington and comes to the 
Capital frequently. It is known that his word is influential in the Eisenhower Regime even as it was 
in Truman’s. After all, Marshall made Ike European Commander during the war and there remains a 
close bond. Today, those who know what goes on in the Pentagon say that Marshall (despite his repu- 
tation as a principal architect of our disastrous policy in the Far East) sways councils of generals and 
has his hand in the naming and retirement of same. General Ridgway, Army Chief, is reportedly much 
under the influence of Marshall and the latter is said to have urged the recent mass retirement of 500 
high officers and their replacement by others. By this time, hardly a friend of General MacArthur (whom 
Marshall detests) is said to remain in the Pentagon. 


@ Lawyers among the Senators say that the real author of the “which clause” in the Bricker 
Amendment is Alfred J. Schweppe (quoted elsewhere in this issue), former Dean of Law at the Univer- 
sity of Washington. Schweppe is an old friend and adviser of the Hon. Frank Holman, former President 
of the American Bar Association, who has done so much educational work in favor of Bricker’s proposal. 


@ Senator McCarthy’s committee may soon look into the situation in the Central Intelligence 
Agency, an area which last spring was barred to the Wisconsin Senator’s delving on orders from the 
White House. The CIA, under Allen Dulles (brother of the Secretary of State) is somewhat better than 
it was under his predecessor, General “Beetle” Smith, but still far below its best period, which was under 


















Admiral Hillenkoetter. Few deny that the place needs a house-cleaning — being liberally sprinkled 
with fellow-travellers, but more particularly a combination of Marxists, collectivists, “liberals” and 
climbers. A clique of these people has been working hard to favor “the non-Communist Left” in West- 
ern Eurgpegn Gpuntries. McCarthy knows this and is on the warpath. 


Profiting from Taxes: Howard Hughes has been making too many profits. Several businesses which 
he owns aré efficiently operated, as their sales reports indicate, and consequently he is in difficulty; because 
of his big profits he is losing money. It is the now well-known story of the more you make the more you 
lose, thanks to the income tax laws. 





So, he startles the financial world by offering more than twice the market price of the stock of a com- 
pany that is losing money — RKO Pictures. What did he buy? A loss. And that is a profitable thing 
these crazy days. For, by applying the loss of RKO to the profits of one of his successful companies he 
































reduces the tax “bite”, and is left with a little more of his earnings. Last Monday morning the stockholders _ 
of RKO pictures found themselves enriched, not by Mr. Hughes’ munificence, but by the taxes he saved Cs sasanl 
through the purchase of their company. (whi 
tuito 
Swiss Inspiration: American observers coming back from Europe are still talking about what hap- 
pened in Switzerland on December 6 when the Swiss people administered a sturdy rebuff to certain poli- 
ticians who thought they could remodel the Swiss Constitution along socialist lines. Considering how we fj nist 
have been steadily losing our own Constitution, these observers found inspiration in what happened in 
Switzerland. 
coun 

The Swiss Constitution, now over a century old, was closely modelled on our Constitution. It em- 
bodies the principle of limited power — particularly as applied to the Federal government. The powers 
of the central government are sharply restricted. It cannot interfere with health, education or welfare; and 
our Department of “Health, Education and Welfare” wouldn’t have a chance of being set up in the Swiss 9 js tt 
Federal Government. Most important, the Swiss constitutional fathers restricted the taxing power of the wiles 
central government to import duties. ! 

But last December the socialism which has been sweeping the rest of Western Europe, knocked at are 
the door of the Swiss People. A constitutional amendment was proposed giving the Swiss central gov- 
ernment the power to levy individual income taxes. In World War I the Federal government was em- § ence 
powered temporarily to levy this tax. Again in World War II it was temporarily allowed. Swiss radi- ? 
cals hoped to make the tax permanent. : 

The income tax amendment surprisingly passed both Houses of the Swiss Legislature and was sup- _ 
ported by all Swiss Parties except one (Peasant’s Party). It then had to be ratified by a majority of the [} PO# 
people in the 24 Swiss Cantons (equivalent of States) and by a majority of the Cantons, each Canton § nur 
having one vote. The popular vote against the amendment was overwhelming and only two Cantons out 9 tye 
of the 24 supported it. It was in the two Cantons supporting the amendment that the Federal government lik 
does most of the limited spending permitted it — and observers took note of this fact. 

UN Unpopularity: The twenty-eighth annual Women’s Patriotic Conference on National Defense rep- I 
resenting over 90 women’s groups over the nation, meeting in Washingion last week, called upon Congress 
to withdraw from the United Nations. Last year speakers at the American Legion Convention used strong che 
language in denouncing the UN and the convention of the Veterans of Foreign Wars asked Congress to 
make a thorough investigation of UNESCO for indoctrinating the minds of school children with one- pre 
worldism. Yet, the Administration prepares to strengthen the whole UN set-up through amendment of per 


its charter in 1955. 











Entered as second class matter at the Post Office, Washington, D. C. Quotation up to a paragraph is permitted ‘with credit to HUMAN 
EVENTS. For reproduction or more extensive quotation address requests to HUMAN EVENTS, 1835 K Street, N.W., Washington 6, 
D.C. Trial Subscription, three months for $3. Six months, $5.50. One year, $10. Two years, $18. First class mail, one year, $11.00; 
six months, $6.00. Domestic airmail (including APO and FPO) one year, $12.00; foreign (regular mail) one year, $11. Foreign airmail 
rates on request. Please remit in U.S.A. DOLLARS. Allow two weeks for new subscription or change of address to become effective. 


wt? HUMAN EVENTS  wemgnws 





THE GREAT CONFERENCE OBSESSION 


By WILLIAM HENRY CHAMBERLIN 


i Is AN ARTICLE of faith with internationalists, one-worlders, anti-anti-communists and 
assorted do-gooders that there is some peculiar, almost mystical merit in sitting down 
around a conference table with communists. So it is not surprising to find in the recent 
anti-anti-communist pronouncement of the General Council of the Presbyterian Church 
(which has been repudiated by many individual Presbyterians and churches) this gra- 
tuitous advice to the American people: 


“Always to be ready to meet around a conference table with the rulers of Commu- 
nist countries... 

‘To employ the conference method to the full in the settling of disputes with our 
country’s enemies... 

‘To take the initiative in seeking face-to-face encounter with our enemies.” ... 

And the surest sign of softness toward communism in a British or French politician 
is the plea for “just one more trial’’ for agreement with the Kremlin on a “‘give-and- 
take basis”. The unspoken idea is always that in the distribution of labor the West must 
always do the giving and the Kremlin must always do the taking. 

But all past experience and every law of historical probability indicate that a confer- 
ence with Communists, whether of the Soviet or Chinese brand, is a snare and a pitfall, to 
be avoided if possible and to be wound up expeditiously with a decisive showdown, if the 
meeting becomes unavoidable. Can the sentimental pleaders for the ‘conference method” 
point to one, just one, positive advantage that has accrued to this country from the in- 
numerable meetings, big and small, bilateral and multilateral, that have taken place be- 
tween American and Soviet representatives during the last twenty years? As Al Smith 
liked to say, let’s look at the record. 


T WAS A GREAT GAIN for Soviet international prestige when Franklin D. Roosevelt ex- 
tended diplomatic recognition in November, 1933. But the President failed to exact 
the price which a firmer and more astute negotiator would certainly have required: sup- 
pression of the activities of the Communist International on American territory and com- 
pensation to Americans for stolen property and repudiated debts. 

At the first “Big Three” wartime conference in Teheran, Roosevelt was so busy trying 
to coax a smile out of Stalin (for this incredibly childish episode see Frances Perkins, 
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“The Roosevelt I Knew’) that he turned a blind eye while Churchill was agreeing with 
Stalin that the eastern half of Poland should be annexed by the Soviet Union. 

The second “Big Three” Conference in Yalta, in February 1945, was the greatest 
moral and diplomatic disaster in American history and may justly be considered the Pan- 
dora Box, from which most of our present day troubles have emerged. It is emigre 
that Secretary Dulles (who last year sponsored a feeble and lukewarm resolution on Yalta 
and Potsdam, which was happily shelved on the instance of Senator Taft) found ade- 
quately vigorous language with which to characterize the Yalta decisions at the fatuous 
Berlin conference now terminating. He referred to such points in the Yalta Agreement as 
the dismemberment of Germany, the confiscation of all German assets abroad and the im- 
pressment of German labor for “reparations” as “cruel decisions’’, incompatible with the 
spirit of the present time. 

There was considerably more in the Yalta Agreement which could properly have 
been denounced. The unnatural and unjust frontiers prescribed for Poland and for Ger- 
many, the refusal of asylum to Soviet political refugees, the sell-out of Nationalist China 
by turning over Manchuria to Soviet control were all part of the Yalta deal, by all odds 
the worst international agreement ever concluded by an American Government. This is | 
true whether one takes as a standard of judgment American national interests or moral | 
principles which should be binding on all civilized nations. 


Potsdam carried on what Yalta began and sanctioned an act of vindictive cruelty 
which does not find a parallel even in the Treaty of Westphalia after the ruthless Thirty 
Years War. The “Big Three” at Potsdam put the seal of their approval on the expul- 
sion without property or compensation of some thirteen million Germans and people of 
German origin from the eastern provinces of Germany and from the countries of central 
and southeastern Europe. It was one of the provisions of the Treaty of Westphalia, con- 
cluded three centuries earlier, that Protestants who chose to leave a Catholic state, or Cath- 
olics who preferred to move from a Protestant state, were entitled to take with them 
whatever property they might possess, or its equivalent in value. 

The post war conferences with Molotov and other Soviet representatives were not as 
disastrous as Teheran, Yalta and Potsdam, because by this time American public opinion 
was in strong revolt against any more appeasement, any more one-sided concessions. But, 
again, as one looks back, it is impossible to find any positive achievement as a result of 


these efforts to reach a meeting of minds around the conference table. The alternative 
to surrender was always deadlock. 


UR GREATEST SUCCESSES were always won not by negotiation, but by acting indepen- 
O dently and unilaterally. So long as we tried to reach an agreement with Moscow 
about Germany, West Germany languished politically and stagnated economically. When 
even General Marshall, then Secretary of State, could no longer put up with Soviet stall- 





ing and obstruction, after the two full-dress conferences in Moscow and London in 1947, 
we started to restore West Germany independently, and with remarkable success; the Ber- 
lin ‘‘airlift’’ did more to raise American prestige and lower the Kremlin’s than any confer- 


ence ever held. This was also true as regards our decision to restore Greece and support 
Turkey. 


The United States enters any international conference with a Communist power under 
several handicaps. First, such a conference always arouses the hope, in gullible quarters, 
that the end of the cold war is just around the corner and produces exhortations from the 
wishful thinkers and anti-anti-Communists not to be inflexible, to yield a bit here and a 
bit there; in other words, to get back to the good old Yalta spirit. Molotov is not handi- 
capped by any such appeals on his side. 


Second, the Soviet Union is a monolithic single power, while the United States is the 
head of a shaky coalition. Molotov can maneuver with complete freedom, shift ‘tactics 
overnight, blow hot one day and cold the next; no moralities, no rules of the game inhibit 
him. Dulles, on the other hand, must clear his position with Eden and Bidault; Eden 
and Bidault, in turn, are under the pressure of their parliaments, press and public opinion. 


To be sure, the surface teamwork at Berlin was good. British Foreign Secretary Eden 
stated the Western case for free elections in Germany and French Foreign Minister Bid- 
ault upheld the European Defense Community. But one still does not know whether the 
hopelessly divided and faction-ridden French Chamber of Deputies will eventually back 
up Bidault by ratifying the EDC. 


Molotov played not to the other participants in the conference, whom he could not 
hope to convince, but to fellow-traveller, neutralist and defeatist public opinion, which is 
unfortunately strong in Western Europe, especially in France and Italy. In quick suc- 
cession he dangled before this sector of public opinion, so eager to be deceived, a series of 
dazzling, although distinctly phony prospects. 


He has held up in his showcase the hint of an end of the war in Indo-China, if only 
Red China is admitted to the UN; also a disarmament conference to ban the atomic weap- 
ons in which the Soviet Union is at a disadvantage; increased trade behind the Iron Cur- 
tain; also the prospect of a pacific, friendly Soviet Union cooperating with France to sit on 
the neck of Germany indefinitely. These are all appealing displays, but what’s behind 
them? 


What has been the effect of these propaganda diatribes? That will be cleared by the 
current of events. But any conference of this kind gives the Soviet participants a superb 
Opportunity to play off one member of the opposing coalition against another, to inflame 
every subject of difference between the United States, on one side, and Great Britain and 
France, on the other, to plant seeds of hope here and of suspicion there and to sow apples 
of discord all over the place. 





sean COULD BE LESS probable than a retreat by the Soviet Union under the klieg 
lights of an international conference. Such a retreat is only conceivable under the 
pressure of superior power and would be carried out with as much face-saving camou- 
flage and secrecy as possible. It is one of the ABCs of diplomatic history that success in 
a conference is only possible when there is substantial agreement in advance as to what 


the terms of settlement are to be. It is not on record that any such agreement preceded 
the Berlin conference. 


It is childishly naive to expect that reasonable discussion will convince or convert the 
hardboiled representative of a predatory dictatorship. Anyone who took the trouble 
to read the Soviet notes and statements on the German question which preceded the 
Berlin meeting could have predicted, almost to the last comma and adjective, what Molo- 
tov would say. Perhaps it was of some value, especially for German public opinion, to 
make the Soviet Foreign Minister spell out clearly for the official record his scheme for 
turning Germany into another ‘“‘people’s democracy”. Against this advantage, however, 
must be set the opportunities for dissension and delay which every such conference gives 
to the cunning and devious masters of Soviet diplomacy. 


Perhaps the Berlin conference had to be held, if only to satisfy French and British 
public opinion. But there should at long last be an emphatic moratorium on the cry, 
“Just one more trial”. After Berlin there should bea final showdown. Either Germany 


must be effectively armed or we should refuse to underwrite the ground defense of Europe. 


And we have everything to lose and nothing to gain from talks with the Chinese 
Communists, with or without their Soviet senior partners. There is no more chance that 
Red China would evacuate North Korea than there is that the Soviet Union would volun- 
tarily give up the Soviet Zone in Germany. There is no need for a conference to establish 
the existing division of Korea. And what else can we discuss to advantage? A sell-out 
of Syngman Rhee or Chiang Kai-shek? Admission of Red China to the UN and diplomatic 
recognition by the United States? That would be reverting to Yalta, and American public 
opinion, one hopes, will never stand for that. 


Secretary of State Charles Evans Hughes had a short way of dealing with Communist 
deceit and intrigue. Urged by Moscow to discuss terms of recognition, Mr. Hughes curtly 
replied that there was nothing to discuss. If the Soviet Government wanted to stop sub- 
versive propaganda and pay for stolen property it could do so, without any conference. 
Mr. Hughes set a good model for American statesmen today. 





William Henry Chamberlin, a frequent contributor to HUMAN EVENTS, is the author of a number of books 
on foreign politics. His latest, Beyond Containment, was published last fall by the Henry Regnery Company, 20 
West Jackson Blvd., Chicago, Illinois. Price — $5.00. 
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